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Art Unit: 2624 



DETAILED ACTION 



I. 



The response received on 03-30-2006 has been placed in the file and was considered by the examiner. An 



action on the merits follows. 



Response to Arguments 



2. 



The arguments filed on 03-30-2006 have been fully considered, A response to these arguments is provided 



below. 



Prior Art Rejections 

Summary of Arguments and Examiner 's Responses : 

(A) Applicant states that the examiner has not established a prima facie case. Applicant repeatedly makes this bald 
assertion, but fails to refer to a specific limitation (or even a specific claim) that is not taught by the cited prior art 
references. 

Response : 

The examiner has established several prima facie cases. The first prima facie case was established in the non- 
final rejection mailed on 22 April 2004. Applicant replied to that prima facie case, and then the examiner 
established another prima facie case in the final rejection mailed out on 1 1 July 2005. After the final rejection was 
mailed, the applicant — in deciding not to appeal — conceded that a prima facie case was established by filing an 
RCE. After the filing of the RCE, the examiner established a third prima facie case in the non-final rejection mailed 
on 09 January 2006. 

Applicant has responded to that prima facie case by adding the instant amendment to the claims. However, this 
instant amendment is insufficient to overcome the cited prior art, and so the examiner will proceed in the below 
rejection to provide a fourth prima facie case. 

(B) Applicant advances the general argument that Lee does not disclose the "correction specification" recited in the 
claim. 

Response : 

The examiner disagrees. Applicant's attention is respectfully directed to the applicant's own specification. 
Specifically, paragraphs [0024] and [0026] (these paragraphs are cited from the PG-Pub). Paragraph [0024] 
explains that the "correction specification" provides configuration parameters that are needed for performing feature 
based image correcton. Such configuration parameters include: 

■ Feature Types 

■ Features Weights 

■ Correction Parameters. 
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Thus, when we ask whether Lee discloses a "correction specification," we must simply determine whether Lee 
discloses anything that might qualify as a ''configuration parameter." If the disclosed item in Lee qualifies as a 
configuraton parameter (and, of course, we can use the above three examples as a non-limiting guide as to what a 
configuration parameter entails) then it meets the claim limitations. 

In other words, applicant should be able to easily respond to his own arguments by reference to his own 
specification. 

Response to Amendment 
3. "Provisional" Claim Rejections and Objections : 

The examiner would like to make note that the most recent amendment — specifically, the addition of the words the 
correction specification specifying various types of corrections for the feature — does not have support in the 
specification if given one of two possible interpretations. Claim 1 will be referred to as a representative claim. 

The "'correction specification" is utilized by the "automatic feature detection unit" for feature detection, and is 
also utilized by the 'feature-based correction unit" to correct features in the image. The claim amendment specifies 
that the ''correction specification" indicates various types of corrections that can be performed on a feature. 
However, it adds this limitation in the context of feature detection as opposed to feature correction. 

If the claim was interpreted to mean that the feature detection operation was dependent on the various types of 
correction that could be performed on the feature, then this further limitation would be unsupported by the 
specification. On the other hand, if the examiner interprets this new limitation as being context-independent 
(essentially moving the newly added limitation from its current context to the end of the claim — which is where it 
naturally fits and is supported by the specification) then the limitation would find support. 

In lieu of rejecting all of these claims under 35 USC 1 12 or rule 75, the examiner will give the claim the latter 
interpretation. Prior art will be applied to these claims with the latter interpretation. Applicant is hereby put on 
notice that arguments opposed to this interpretation are an invitation for the examiner to reject all the claims under 
35 USC 112 and/or Rule 75. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the 
rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
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subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

5. Claims 5 and 6 are are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Lee (USPN 6,463,175). 
With regard to claim 5, Lee discloses an automatic feature-based correction mechanism for generating a 

corrected image based on an input image (col. 3 lines 54-56). The image enhancement disclosed in Lee is analogous 
to image correction as recited in the claim. 

Lee further discloses that the automatic feature-based image correction mechanism automatically detects a 
predetermined feature from the input image (col. 5 lines 16-19) and corrects the detected feature according to a 
correction specification (col. 5 lines 22-40). While failing to explicitly recite a "correction specification", Lee does 
disclose that the feature correction is based on the feature type (col. 10 lines 17-28). This qualifies as correcting the 
feature according to a correction specification as recited in the claim (see paragraphs [0024] and [0026] of the 
applicant's specification). 

Further Lee discloses that the ''correction specification" specifies various types of corrections for the 
feature (Lee col. 10 lines 17-28: The reference describes both detailed feature refinement and aggressive feature 
refinement). 

With regard to claim 6, Lee discloses that the detected features are corrected based on feature type (col. 10 
lines 17-28), and correction parameters that define a correction operation (col. 9 lines 10-34). The morphological 
opening and closing operations and the structuring elements which constitute them as disclosed in Lee are analogous 
to correction parameters as recited in the claim, per the applicant's specification (see paragraph [0024] of the 
applicant's specification). 

6. Claims 8, 9, 10, 2 1, 22 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Lee (USPN 
6,463.175). 

Willi regard to claim 8, Lee discloses detecting one or more image features from the image (col. 5 lines 16- 
19). The feature extraction disclosed in Lee is analogous to the feature detection recited in the claim. 

Lee further discloses correcting the image according to a correction specification based upon the one or 
more image features (col. 5 lines 22-40). While failing to explicitly recite a "correction specification", Lee does 
disclose that the feature correction is based on the feature type (col. 10 lines 17-28). This qualifies as correcting the 
feature according to a correction specification as recited in the claim (see paragraphs [0024] and [0026] of the 
applicant's specification). 

Further Lee discloses that the "correction specification" specifies various types of corrections for the 
feature (Lee col. 10 lines 17-28: The reference describes both detailed feature refinement and aggressive feature 
refinement 

With regard to claim 9, Lee further discloses generating a feature description for the image features and 
correcting the image according to the feature description (col. 9 line 65 - col. 10 line 28). The Lee reference teaches 
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correcting the image according to the size, shape, location and type of features. This qualifies as correcting the 
image according to the feature description as recited in the claim (see applicant's specification paragraph [0026]). 

Willi regard to claim 10, Lee further discloses that the detected features are corrected based on feature type 
(col. 10 lines 17-28), and correction parameters that define a correction operation (col. 9 lines 10-34), The 
morphological opening and closing operations and the structuring elements which constitute them as disclosed in 
Lee are analogous to correction parameters as recited in the claim, per the applicant's specification (see paragraph 
[0024] of the applicant's specification). 

Willi regard to claims 21, 22 and 23, a computer-readable recording medium that stores a program which 
causes the computer to execute the steps of a method is essential if the image processing method disclosed in Lee is 
to function. Therefore, a computer-readable recording medium is inherent in the teachings of Lee. 

7. Claims 1, 2, 3, 4, 12, 14, 20, 25, 26 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Lee 
(USPN 6,463,175). 

Willi regard to claim 1, which is representative of claim 12, Lee discloses an automatic feature detection 
unit to detect a feature from an input image according to a correction specification (col. 5 lines 44-65). Lee 
discloses that the images are extracted based on the feature type. This qualifies as detecting a feature according to a 
correction specification as recited in the claim, per the applicant's specification (applicant's specification paragraph 
[0024|). 

Lee further discloses that the automatic feature detection unit generates a feature description for the 
delected feature (col. 5 lines 44-65 and col. 6 lines 35-40). While failing to explicitly recite generating a "feature 
description", Lee does disclose determining the size, shape, location, feature type and statistical properties for 
detected features. The determination of these visual properties of the detected features as disclosed in Lee qualifies 
as the generation of a feature description recited in the claim. Consequently, Lee teaches this limitation of the claim. 

Lee further discloses a feature based correction unit to correct the input image based on the feature 
description to generate a corrected image (col. 5 lines 22-40 in conjunction with Figure 2 and col. 9 line 65 - col. 1 1 
line 25), The combination of the structure guided image feature enhancement 206, the mask generation 208 and the 
weight generation 216 as disclosed in Lee is analogous to the feature-based correction unit recited in the claim. The 
Lee reference teaches correcting the image according to the size, shape, location, feature type and statistical 
properties. This qualifies as correcting the image according to the feature description recited in the claim, per 
applicant's specification (sec applicant's specification paragraph [0026]). 

Lee further discloses that the aforesaid feature-based correction unit corrects the input image on the basis of 
the correction specification (col. 5 lines 22-40). While failing to explicitly recite a "correction specification", Lee 
does disclose that the feature correction is based on the feature type (col. 10 lines 17-28). This qualifies as 
correcting the feature according to a correction specification as recited in the claim (see paragraphs [0024] and 
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[0026] of the applicant's specification). Consequently, all of the limitations of the claim are taught by the Lee 
reference. 

Further Lee discloses that the "correction specification" specifies various types of corrections for 
the feature (Lee col. 10 lines 17-28: The reference describes both detailed feature refinement and 
aggressive feature refinement 

Willi regard to claim 2, Lee further discloses that the correction specification includes a feature type that 
defines the feature to be detected and corrected (col. 5 lines 46-50). Lee further discloses a weight applied to the 
feature (col. 1 1 lines 8-25) and a correction parameter for the feature (col. 9 lines 10-64). Althought Lee fails to 
explicitly recite that the feature weight and correction parameter are a part of a "correction specification", all of the 
limitations of the claim are still taught by the Lee reference. 

With regard to chum 3, Lee further discloses that the feature based correction unit corrects only the 
detected feature in the input image (col. 9 lines 10-14). 

Willi regard to claim 4, which is representative of claim 13, all of the limitations of the claim have been 
addressed in the above argument with respect to claim L No further arguments will be provided. 

Willi regard to claim 14, Lee further discloses setting up the correction specification, which includes 
determining a feature type for the feature (col. 5 lines 46-50) and specifying a correction parameter for the feature, 
the correction parameter being determined according to the corresponding feature type of the feature (col. 9 line 65 - 
col. 10 line 3). The structuring elements disclosed in Lee qualify as correction parameters as recited in the claim. 

Willi regard to claim 20, Lee further discloses assigning a weight to the feature, wherein the weight is used 
to control the operation parameter during the correction of the input image (col. 11 lines 8-25) 

Willi regard to claims 25, 26 and 27 a computer-readable recording medium that stores a program which 
causes the computer to execute the steps of a method is essential if the image processing method disclosed in Lee is to 
function. Therefore, a computer-readable recording medium is inherent in the teachings of Lee. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness rejections set 

forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lee as applied to claim 6 above, and 
further in view of Murakami (USPN 6,026,181). The arguments as to the relevance of Lee as applied in paragraph 5 
above are incorporated herein. 
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With regard to claim 7, Lee discloses a correction operation, but fails to expressly disclose that the 
correction operation is one of contrast correction or brightness correction. Murakami, however, discloses a density 
correction means which corrects density in accordance with extracted features (Murakami col. 2 lines 15-30). The 
density correction disclosed in Murakami is analogous to the contrast correction recited in the claim. 

It would have been obvious to one reasonably skilled in the art at the time of the invention to modify Lee's 
image feature correction device by making the correction operation a contrast correction as taught by Murakami. 
Such a modification would have allowed for appropriate contrast correction for different types of image features. 
This would have made for output image data which could clearly represent image areas (col. 7 lines 21-27). 

10, Claims 1 1 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lee as applied to claims 
10 and 23 above, and further in view of Murakami (USPN 6,026,181). The arguments as to the relevance of Lee as 
applied in paragraph 5 above are incorporated herein. 

Willi regard to claim 11, Lee discloses a correction operation, but fails to expressly disclose that the 
correction operation is one of contrast correction or brightness correction. Murakami, however, discloses a density 
correction means which corrects density in accordance with extracted features (Murakami col. 2 lines 15-30), The 
density correction disclosed in Murakami is analogous to the contrast correction recited in the claim. 

It would have been obvious to one reasonably skilled in the art at the time of the invention to modify Lee's 
image feature correction device by making the correction operation a contrast correction as taught by Murakami. 
Such a modification would have allowed for appropriate contrast correction for different types of image features. 
This would have made for output image data which could clearly represent image areas (col. 7 lines 21-27). 

With regard to claim 24, a computer-readable recording medium that stores a program which causes the 
computer to execute the steps of a method is essential if the image processing method disclosed in the combination of 
Lee and Murakami is to function. Therefore, a computer-readable recording medium is inherent in the teachings of 
Lee and Murakami. 

11. Claims 15, 16, 17, 28 and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lee as applied 
to claim 14 above, and further in view of Bortolussi et al. (USPN 6,292,575). The arguments as to the relevance of 
Lee as applied in paragraph 5 above are incorporated herein. 

With regard to claim 15, Lee fails to expressly disclose a human face as a feature type. Bortolussi, 
however, discloses detecting a feature which includes a human face (Bortolussi col. 1 line 65 - col. 2 line 10). It 
would have been obvious to one reasonably skilled in the art at the time of the invention to modify Lee's feature 
correction method in order to detect and subsequently correct the feature of a human face. Such a modification 
would have allowed for the application of an image feature correction and detection method to be applied to images 
which comprise at least one human face. 
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With regard to claim 16, Lee further discloses that the correction parameters include an operation definition 
(col. 10 lines 17-28). Lee discloses determining the correction to be performed on the image. Again, Lee fails to 
explicitly recite an 'operation definition', and also fails to explicitly recite that said 'operation definition' is a 
'correction parameter'. However, Lee does disclose determining the correction to be performed, which qualifies as 
the 'operational definition' recited in the claim, per the applicant's specification (applicant's specification paragraph 
[003 1]). So, regardless of how these operations are named or organized in the claims, they are indeed anticipated by 
the Lee reference. 

With regard to claim 17, Lee further discloses correcting the feature (Lee col. 9 lines 10-15). 

With regard to claims 28 and 29, a computer-readable recording medium that stores a program which 
causes the computer to execute the steps of a method is essential if the image processing method disclosed in the 
combination of Lee and Bortolussi is to function. Therefore, a computer-readable recording medium is inherent in 
these teachings. 

12. Claim 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the combination of Lee and 
Bortolussi as applied to claim 16 above, and further in view of Murakami (USPN 6,026,181). The arguments as to 
the relevance of Lee and Bortolussi as applied in paragraph 9 above are incorporated herein. 

With regard to claim 18, the combination of Lee and Bortolussi discloses a correction operation, but fails to 
expressly disclose that die correction operation is one of contrast correction or brightness correction. Murakami, 
however, discloses a density correction means which corrects density in accordance with extracted features 
(Murakami col. 2 lines 15-30). The density correction disclosed in Murakami is analogous to the contrast correction 
recited in the claim. 

It would have been obvious to one reasonably skilled in the art at the time of the invention to modify the 
combination of Lee and Bortolussi's image feature correction device by making the correction operation a contrast 
correction as taught by Murakami. Such a modification would have allowed for appropriate contrast correction for 
different types of image features. Tliis would have made for output image data which could clearly represent image 
areas (col. 7 lines 21-27). 

13. Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the combination of Lee and 
Bortolussi as applied to claim 16 above, and further in view of Murakawa (USPN 6,463,432). The arguments as to 
the relevance of Lee and Bortolussi as applied in paragraph 9 above are incorporated herein. 

With regard to claim 19 the aforesaid combination fails to expressly disclose that the operation parameters include 
intensity dynamic range. Murakawa, however, discloses dynamic range as an operation parameter (Murakawa col. 8 
lines 1-10). It would have been obvious to one reasonably skilled in the art at the time of the invention to modify 
Lee and Bortolussi's feature correction method by using the dynamic range as an operation parameter as taught by 
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Murakawa. Such a modification would have allowed for the features to be corrected according to the full dynamic 
range and consequently would have made for an image with improved contrast. 



14. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this Office action. 
Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension 
of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from the 
mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final 
action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, 
then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee 
pursuant to 37 CFR 1, 136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, 
will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

15. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should be 
directed to Patrick L Edwards whose telephone number is (571) 272-7390. The examiner can normally be reached 
on 8:30am - 5:00pm M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Bhavesh Mehta 
can be reached on (571) 272-7453. The fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding 
is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application Information 
Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR 
or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available tlirough Private PAIR only. For more 
information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the 
Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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